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TO  HIS  EXCELLENCY 
THEODORE  R.  McKELDIN 
GOVERNOR  OF  HIARYUND 

Dear  Governor  McKeldin: 

On  behalf  of  the  Conmission,  I  take  pleasure  in  transmitting 
herewith  a  staff  study,  entitled  "Income  Payments  in  Maryland,  Estimates 
for  the  Coiinties  and  Baltimore  City,  19il9-1952." 

In  order  to  prepare  the  year-to-year  estimates  of  personal  in- 
come, the  Commission  reviewed  the  techniques  employed  by  the  United 
States  Department  of  Commerce  and  the  several  states  which  have  already 
undertaken  annual  income  estimates,  YiTith  this  background  information, 
the  Commission  has  developed  a  practical  method  for  estimating  income  by 
county,  which  may  be  utilized  for  preparing  yearly  f igvires  on  a  regular 
basis. 

These  income  figures,  long  in  demand,  will  be  of  partic\ilar 
use  to  State  and  local  agencies  and  all  types  of  business  activity.  On 
the  government  level,  income  estimates  provide  a  means  for  determining 
tax  policy,  borrowing  capacity,  and  grants-in-aid  or  other  forms  of  sub- 
sidy. On  the  business  level,  county  income  data  can  be  used  to  determine 
buying  power  in  local  and  regional  markets,  sales  potential,  sales  per- 
formance, and  opportunities  for  expansion  and  development  of  new  facili- 
ties. 

In  addition  to  presenting  the  19U9-1952  income  estimates,  the 
report  compares  the  Maryland  econon^r  with  the  Middle  Eastern  Area  and 
the  United  States  as  a  whole.  By  assessing  the  major  components  of  lo- 
cal income,  a  basis  is  provided  for  further  consideration  of  the  latent 
areas  for  industrial  expansion  and  better  use  of  natiiral  resources,  with 
an  eye  toward  generating  added  income  in  the  less  prosperous  counties  of 
the  State, 

Respectfully  submitted. 


James  C,  Alban 
Chairman 
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INTRODUCTION 

Income  estimates  have  proved  to  be  a  vital  tool  in  planning  for 
effective  government  and  business  organization.  In  answer  to  the  demand  for 
such  data,  the  United  States  Department  of  Commerce  has,  for  many  years,  pub- 
lished income  estimates  for  the  Nation,  the  forty-eight  states,  and  the 
District  of  Columbia,  The  preparation  of  income  estimates  for  smaller  areas, 
however,  has  been  left  to  others. 

Because  of  the  increasing  need  for  such  data,  the  Maryland  State 
Planning  Commission  has  developed  a  method  for  estimating  personal  income  in 
the  counties  and  Baltimore  City.  Included  herein  are  the  Commission's  annual 
estimates  for  the  years  19^9  through  1902,  The  data  are  based  primarily  on 
information  supplied  annually  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  in  the  Survey  of 
C\irrent  Business  and  by  the  Maryland  Department  of  Employment  Security  in  its 
quarterly  report  on  covered  employment, 

A  difficult  decision  was  necessary  in  the  case  of  choosing  a  base 
figure  for  the  State  of  Maryland,  For  1952,  the  Survey  of  Current  Business 
gives  a  total  of  ^U, 109, 000, 000,  and  an  additive  adjustment  factor  of 
f 3^0,000,000  for  Maryland  residents  who  receive  income  in  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Realizing  that  income  estimates  are  at  best  educated  guesses,  the 
choice  between  the  two  figures  was  determined  by  technical  considerations, 
Becaiose  the  component  breakdowns  given  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  were 
essential  in  deriving  county  estimates  for  Maryland,  the  smaller  total  figure, 
for  which  all  breakdowns  are  given,  was  selected  as  a  basis  for  the  estimates 
included  herein.  Therefore,  the  total  figure  for  Maryland  may  definitely  be 
said  to  be  a  conservative  base  for  the  county  estimates. 

The  knowledge  of  financial  resources  of  small  areas  is  important 
for  various  reasons.  State  and  local  governments  may  be  aided  by  income  data 
in  determining  tax  policy,  borrowing  capacity,  and  grants-in-aid  or  other 


forms  of  subsidy.  The  need  for  stimulating  additional  income  through  indus- 
trial expansion  and  better  utilization  of  resources  may  v/ell  be  pinpointed 
by  a  comparison  of  relative  income  levels  in  similar  communities. 

The  business  uses  of  such  data  include  the  measurement  of  economic 
change  and  potential  for  a  variety  of  policy  decisions.  Among  these  are  the 
determination  of  buying  power  in  local  and  regional  markets j  definition  of 
sales  territory;  selection  of  sites  for  new  establishments;  specification  of 
sales  quotas;  and  measurement  of  sales  performance. 

An  appraisal  of  the  performance  of  the  Maryland  economy  in  producing 
income  over  the  years,  as  well  as  the  components  of  such  income,  is  presented 
in  the  follovdng  pages.  It  is  hoped  that  the  yearly  estimates  of  income  will 
fulfill  a  longstanding  need  for  such  information  by  government  and  industry 
in  the  State,  and  elsewhere. 

Estimates  for  1953  and  succeeding  years  will  be  prepared  as  soon  as 
the  essential  components  are  released  by  the  cooperating  Federal  and  State 
agencies. 


DEFINITIONS  AND  METHOD 

The  Meaning  of  "Income  Payments  to  Individuals" 

"Income  payments  to  individuals"  includes  all  income  received  by 
persons  in  the  form  of  wages  and  salaries  less  specified  deductions  (i.e., 
social  security  payments,  railroad  retirement,  and  cash  sickness  compensa- 
tion, but  not  including  pay-as-you-go  tax  deductions);  proprietors'  income 
less  business  expenses;  income  from  tangible  and  intangible  property;  and 
other  income,  such  as  veterans'  payments  of  all  types,  social  insurance, 
welfare  payments,  pensions,  and  Railroad  Retirement  Act  benefits.  The  es- 
timates presented  herein  are  estimates  of  income  of  all  individuals  accord- 
to  their  place  of  residence. 
Per  Capita  Income  Payments 

Per  capita  income  payments  were  arrived  at  by  dividing  total  in- 
come payments  for  each  county  by  the  county  population  for  the  correspond- 
ing year.  For  1950  the  actual  Census  covmt  was  used;  for  19h9i   1951,  and 
1952  the  Maryland  State  Planning  Commission's  estimates  of  population  were 
employed  .2/ 
Method  Employed  in  Estimating  Income  Payments  to  Individuals  by  County 

In  order  to  estimate  income  payments  to  individuals  by  county,  the 
general  procedure  is  to  employ  the  estimates  of  the  National  Income  Division, 
Office  of  Business  Economics,  United  States  Department  of  Commerce,  for  each 
component  of  State  income  payments  in  much  greater  detail  than  they  are  re- 
ported annually  in  the  Survey  of  Current  Business.  Wages  and  salaries  in 

1/  Maryland  State  Planning  Commission,  Detailed  Pro.jections  of  Birth  and 
""   Death  Rates,  Net  Migration,  and  Year^-to-Tear  Popigation  Growth  through 
I97O3  Special  Report,  May  1953. 

NOTE,  Per  capita  income  figures  for  the  State  of  Maryland  as  a  whole 
as  presented  herein  differ  from  those  in  the  Survey  of  Current  Business 
which  are  calculated  on  the  basis  of  other  population  estimates. 
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manvLfacturing,  trade  and  sei^ices,  mining,  construction,  and  governrrEnt  are 
dealt  with  separately.     In  addition  to  each  of  these  components,  agricultural 
Income,  income  from  water  resources,  welfare  payments,  social  security  payments, 
vmemployment  compensation, and  other  government  payments  are  developed  for  the 
State  as  a  whole  and  then  allocated  to  the  counties. 

Wages  and  salaries  in  manufacturing,  trade  and  service,  construction, 
auid  mining  are  apportioned  among  the  counties  in  the   same  proportion  (after 
adjustment  for  residence  of  employees)  as  the  wage  data  reported  ty  the  Depart- 
ment of  Employment  Security  for  all  employees  covered  ty  unemployment  compen- 
sation.    Wages  ard  salaries  of  government  employees  ty  county  are  determined 
by  multiplying  the  number  of  governnent  employees  in  each  of  the   counties   (as 
reported  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census)   ty  the  average  estimated  compensa- 
tion of  such  employees.     The  same  method  is  applied  to  the  income  of  teachers, 
military  personnel,  and  railroad  workers. 

Agricultural  income  and  income  derived  from  water  resources  in  the 
State  are  apportioned  among  the  various  counties  on  the  basis  of  data  given  in 
the  19^0  Census  of  Population  and  Agriculture.     Public  assistance,  unenplojuient 
compensation,  and  social  security  benefits  are,  with  certain  small  adjustments, 
obtainable  from  the  agencies  in  charge  (i.e.,  the  State  Department   of  Public 
Welfare,  Department  of  Employment  Sectirity,  and  Bureau  of  Old-Age  and  Survi- 
vors Insurance,  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,   respectively/) 

All  other  income,  which  it  has  not  been  feasible  to  calculate  sepa- 
rately for  lack  of  adequate  statistical  Information,  has  been  distributed  in 
the  same  proportion  as  was  this  residvial  In  1949.     For  194-9  it  was  possible  to 
estimate  total  Income  1:y  county  from  Census  data,  after  makii^  certain  sicall 
adjustments  for  the  value  of  produce  consuned  on  farms. 

A  more  detailed  description  of  the  method  employed  in  deriving  the 
estimate  presented  herein  is  on  file  at  the  offices  of  the  Maryland  State 
Planning  Commission, 


INCOME  PAYMENTS  TO  INDIVIDUALS  IN  MARYLAND 

Total  Income  Payments 

Income  payments  to  individuals  in  Maryland  have  been  rising 
steadily  since  19h9)   increasing  from  •1^3j07O,000,O0O  in  that  year  to 
111, 109, 000,000  in  1952,  an  increase  of  $1,039,000,000,  or  33.8^.  Per  capita 
income,  though  not  rising  as  rapidly  as  total  income  payments,  increased 
25.1^,  or  from  ^1,3^0  in  19U9  to  $1,677  in  19^2. 

Although  the  time  period  encompasses  but  four  years,  it  is  notable 

that  Maryland's  share  in  the  total  United  States  income  has  been  rising 

steadily  during  these  years,  and  that  her  share  of  the  income  of  the  Middle 

Eastern  Area  (Delaware,  Maryland,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  "Vest 

Virginia,  and  the  District  of  Columbia)  has  increased  even  more  rapidly, 

(See  Table  1.)  Maryland  has  done  particularly  well  in  respect  to  the  Middle 

TABLE  1 

INCOME  IN  MARYLAND  COMPARED  ¥aTH  UNITED  STATES 
AND  MIDDLE  EASTERN  AREA  2/ 


Year 

Maryland  as  %   of 
United  States 

Maryland  as  %   of 
Middle  Eastern  Area 

19ii9 

1.56% 

5.585? 

1950 

1.57 

5.6U 

1951 

1.59 

5.86 

1952 

1.6l 

5.97 

Eastern  Area,  of  which  her  income  comprised  5.97%  in  1952  compared  with  3.97% 

in  1929. 

Per  Capita  Inccane  Payments 

Per  capita  income  payments  in  Maryland  in  1952  were  2,3%  above 


2/  Office  of  Business  Economics,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Survey  of 
Current  Business,  August,  1953 *  page  12, 
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that  for  the  Nation  as  a  whole  but  11*1%   below  that  of  the  Middle  Eastern 
Area,  However,  it  is  noted  that  per  capita  income  in  Maryland  has  been  in- 
creasing at  a  more  rapid  rate  than  both  the  Middle  Eastern  Area  cind  the 
United  States  as  a  whole,  (See  Table  2,)  Maryland  per  capita  income  in- 
creased 2^,Y/o   from  19U9  to  1952,  while  United  States  per  capita  income  in- 
creased 23.7^,  and  that  of  the  Middle  Eastern  Area,  21,1^. 

TABLE  2 
PER  CENT  INCREASE  IN  PER  CAPITA  INCOMEI/ 


Area 

PER  CAPITA  INCQWE 

PER 

CENT  INCREASE 

19U9 

1950        1951        1952 

19h9-50 

l95c-o5l    1951-52 

Maryland 

!|1,3U0 

$i,U6g   11,613    $1,677 

9.0^ 

10.5%       ii.0% 

Middle  Eastern 

1,5)48 

1,687      1,816      l,37ii 

9.0 

7.6          3.2 

United  States 

1,325 

l,iiiiO      1,581      1,639 

8.7 

9.8          3.7 

Components  of  Income  Payments 

The  Office  of  Business  Economics  divides  total  income  payments  in- 
to four  categories;  wages  and  salaries,  proprietors'  income,  property  in- 
come, and  other  income.  In  1952  by  far  the  largest  share,  70,8%,  of  total 
income  in  Maryland  consisted  of  wages  and  salaries j  13.5%  was  proprietors' 
income;  11,0%  property  income;  and  U.7%  other  income.  From  Table  3  it  may 
be  seen  that  these  shares  are  by  no  means  constant.  Except  in  the  slight 

TABIE  3 
COMPOSITION  OF  TOTAL  MARYLAND  INCOIiE,  BY  TYPE  OF  PAYMENT 


Type 

I9U9 

1950 

1951 

1952 

Wages  and  Salaries 

68.3% 

67.3% 

69.7% 

70.8% 

Proprietors'  Income 

1U.3 

IU.8 

lU.5 

13.5 

Property  Income 

12.1 

12.1 

11.2 

11.0 

Other  Income 

5.3 

5.8 

U.6 

Ix.l 

3/  See  Footnote  1,  page  3. 


recession  year  of  19^0,  when  marked  unemployment  of  wage  earners  occurred, 
wages  and  salaries  have  been  prc/iding  an  increasing  share  of  Maryland's  in- 
come. Property  income,  though  showing  a  constant  rise  in  money  value,  has 
represented  a  decreasing  share  of  total  income,  dropping  from  12.1%  to  11,0% 
in  four  years. 

Proprietors'  income,  while  rising  steadily  in  dollar  value  from 
19h9  to  1951,  recorded  a  decrease  of  i^3, 000,000  in  1952.  By  contrast,  over 
the  four-year  period,  wages  and  salaries  have  shown  a  sizable  increase  in 
dollar  -"/alue,  rising  from  $2,097,000,000  in  19ii9  to  $2,907,000,000  in  1952, 
an  increase  of  38,6%,  or  U.8%  greater  than  the  increase  in  total  income, 
(See  Table  U.) 

TABLE  U 

INGOIffi  PABIENTS  IN  MARYLAND,  BY  TYPE 
(in  millions  of  dollars) 


Type 

19i;9 

1950 

1951 

1952 

%  Increase 
19li9  - 1952 

,/ages  and  Salaries 

$2,097 

$2,301 

12,696 

$2,907 

38.6% 

Proprietors «  Income 

U39 

505 

559 

556 

26.7 

Property  Income 

371 

iiiii 

ii3U 

1^51 

21.6 

Other  Income 

163 

200 

178 

195 

19.6 

Total 

$3,070 

$3,ii20 

$3,867 

$ii,109 

33.8% 

Sources  of  Income  Payments 

The  three  major  sources  of  income  in  Maryland,  which  together  ac- 
counted for  68,2%  of  the  total  in  1952  are  manufacturing  payrolls,  trade 
and  service  payrolls,  and  government  income  payments  (including  wages  of 
all  government  employees,  armed  forces  payrolls,  government  pensions,  vfel- 
fare  payments,  government  interest  payments,  veterans'  bonuses,  among 
others).  In  19U9  they  represented  66,ii%  of  total  income  payments,  and  that 
share  has  been  increasing  steadily.  Government  payments  alone,  however, 
have  shovm  a  constant  increase  from  19ii9  to  1952,  offsetting  the  fall  of  the 
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share  of  mamifacturing  payrolls  in  19^0  and  the  constant  decrease  of  the 
share  taken  by  trade  and  service  payrolls,   (See  Table  5.) 

Comparing  these  data  for  Maryland  and  the  United  States,  it  is 
observed  that  government  payments  and  trade  and  ser^'/ice  payrolls  account 
for  a  larger  share  of  total  income  payments  in  Maryland  than  in  the  Nation 
as  a  whole.  Manufacturing  payrolls,  hoviever,  lag  somewhat  behind,  the 
national  average  being  2ii.5/S  of  the  total  income  and  Maryland's,  22,5^, 

TABLE  5 
SOURCES  OF  INCOME  PAYMENTS  IN  MRYUW 


Source 

19h9 

1950 

1951 

1952 

U.S.' 
1952 

Agricultural  Income 

3.6% 

2.9^ 

3.1^ 

3.0fa 

6.7^ 

Government  Income  Payments 

18,3 

18.9 

19.2 

19.6 

15.9 

Manufacturing  Payrolls 

20.8 

20.6 

21.9 

22,5 

2h.5 

Trade  and  Service  Income 

27.3 

27.1 

26,3 

26.1 

25.6 

Construction  Payrolls 

U.li 

h,9 

^.h 

5.U 

l.l 

Mining  Payrolls 

o.U 

0,3 

0.3 

0.3 

1.5 

Others 

25,2 

25.3 

23.8 

23.1 

21.7 

¥J"ith  respect  to  the  Middle  Eastern  Area,  the  picture  is  somewhat 
different.  Here  Maryland  shows  a  greater  activity  only  in  the  share  contrib- 
uted by  government  income  payments  which  account  for  15.3/J  of  the  Middle 
Eastern  Area's  income.  Manufacturing  and  trade  and  service  payrolls  in  the 
Middle  Eastern  states  as  a  whole  accounted  for  h,3%   and  1,2^  more  of  the 
total  income,  respectively,  than  in  Maryland, 

Among  the  remaining  sources  of  income,  construction  payrolls  are 
the  most  important.  Construction  payrolls  in  Maryland,  amounting  to  5.U^ 
of  total  income,  have  been  contributing  a  larger  share  than  in  hO  states  in 
the  Nation.  In  1952  the  national  average  was  U.l^.  Maryland's  construction 


payrolls  also  outstrip  each  of  the  states  in  the  Middle  Eastern  Area,  vfhose 
average  in  1952  was  3.7^.  Agricultural  income  accounted  for  double  the 
share  of  income  in  Maryland  in  19^2  than  in  the  Middle  Eastern  Area,  How- 
ever, it  was  less  than  half  the  share  for  the  United  States,  which  v/as  6,7^ 
in  the  same  year. 
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INCOME  PAYICNTS  TO  IMDIVIDUALS   IN  THE  COUMTIES  OF  MARYIAND 

Income  payments  to  Individuals  in  Maryland  in  1952  totaled 
14.,  109, 000, 000,     Payments  in  the  various  areas  of  the  State  ranged  from 
$1,631,100,000  in  Baltimore  City  to  $13,200,000  in  Calvert  County,     Table  6 
presents  the  Maryland  State  Planning  Commission's  estimates  of  incone   for 
each  county  and  Baltimore  City  from  1949  to  1952, 
The  County  Data  Analyzed 

The  Importance   of  estimating  income  to  individuals  for  areas 
smaller  than  states  (as  done  ty  the  U,S.  Department  of  Commerce)   is  clearly 
brought  out  in  Table  7.     While   income  in  Maryland  as  a  vjhole  increased  33.8% 
from  194-9  to  1952,  increases  among  the  counties  ranged  from  15.9%,   or  less 
than  half  the  State-wide  increase,   in  Garrett  County,  to  70,7%,   or  more  than 
twice  the  State-wide  average  in  Cecil  Cottnty,  U  In  each  of  the    four  years 
for  which  estimates  have  been  made,  wide  divergences  in  changes  may  be  noted. 
From  194-9  to  1950  they  ranged  from  a  decrease  of  1,8%  in  Garrett  County  to 
an  increase  of  18,8%  in  Anne  Arundel  Countyi  from  1950  to  1951,  from  an 
increase  of  7,1%  in  Anne  Arundel  and  Howard  counties  to  28,7%  in  Cecil  County; 
and  from  1951  to  1952,  from  a  decrease  of  1,0%  in  Garrett  Coionty  to  an  in- 
crease of  22,1%  in  Cecil  County, 

Table  8  further  indicates  the   importance  of  small  area  income  esti- 
mates as  a  basic  economic  indicator.     Comparing  the  per  cent  distribution  of 
income  and  population  by  county  for  the  1950  Census  year,  it  may  be  seen  that 
income  is  by  no  means  distributed  as  is  population,  although  a  small  correl- 
ation is  indicated.     Three  counties  and  Baltimore  City  received  a  share  of 
the  total  Maryland  income  greater  than  their  respective  share  of  the  State's 
population.     Each  of  the   other  20  counties  had  a  smaller  proportion  of  the 
State's  income  in  comparison  with  its  share   of  the  State's  population. 


jj  The  phenomenal  per  cent  increase  in  the   income  of  Cecil  County  may  be 
partly  explained  by  the  reactivation  of  the  Bainbridge  Naval  Training 
Center  after  the  beginning  of  the  Korean  War,     The  next  highest  increase 
was  4-8,3%  in  Calvert  and  Prince  George's  counties. 
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TABLE  6 
INCOBiE  FkJiJSLmS  TO  INDIVIDUALS  IN  ItARYLAND,   BY  COUNTY 


County 

19ii9 

1950 

1951 

1952 

Allegany 

$       93,200,000 

1       92,900,000 

$    108,000,000 

%     111,000,000 

Anne  Arundel 

135,700,000 

161,200,000 

172,700,000 

188,000,000 

Baltimore  City 

1,281,000,000 

1,U12, 900,000 

1,579,900,000 

1,631,100,000 

Baltimore 

371,800,000 

lii5,3oo,ooo 

Ii92, 100,000 

530,000,000 

Calvert 

6,900,000 

9,600,000 

11,900,000 

13,200,000 

Caroline 

16,300,000 

16,200,000 

20,800,000 

21,300,000 

Carroll 

U3, 600, 000 

U6,300,000 

51,500,000 

55,1^00,000 

Cecil 

31,100,000 

33,800,000 

U3,5oo,ooo 

53,100,000 

Charles 

20,600,000 

23,600,000 

26,UOO,000 

27,1400,000 

Dorchester 

2U, 900, 000 

27,000,000 

30,800,000 

31,600,000 

Frederick 

66,600,000 

71,100,000 

83,100,000 

89,200,000 

Garrett 

l6,liOO,000 

16,100,000 

19,200,000 

19,000,000 

Harford 

62,900,000 

67,600,000 

76,700,000 

85,I;00,000 

Howard 

25,800,000 

29,500,000 

31,600,000 

35,000,000 

Kent 

1^,100,000 

lii,900,000 

17,000,000 

18,000,000 

Montgomery 

328,500,000 

385,300,000 

I;2U,100,000 

U5U,7oo,ooo 

Prince  George's 

29i;,U00,000 

3li2, 300,000 

391,500,000 

1436,500,000 

Queen  Anne's 

12,600,000 

12,500,000 

lU, 900, 000 

15,700,000 

St,  Mary's 

29,500,000 

32,000,000 

35,300,000 

39,1400,000 

Somerset 

16,000,000 

17,800,000 

19,UOO,000 

20,300,000 

Talbot 

19,600,000 

21,500,000 

23,900,000 

25,500,000 

Washington 

92,700,000 

98,000,000 

Tl)l,100,000 

125,700,000 

Wicomico 

liU,  500,000 

it  8, 500,  000 

5U, 300,000 

57,100,000 

Viforcester 

19,300,000 

21,900,000 

2li,300,000 

25,1400,000 

STATE  OF  MARYLAND 

$3,070,000,000 

$3,^20,000,000 

$3,867,000,000 

$14,109,000,000 
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TABLE  7 
PER  CENT  CHANGE  IN  INCOME  PAYMENTS  TO  INDWIDUALS  IN  MARYUND,  BY  COUNTY 


County 

19^9-1950 

1950-1951 

1951-1952 

1949-1952 

Allegany 

-    0.3/0 

16.37. 

2.85S 

19,1^ 

Anne  Arundel 

18.8 

7,1 

8.9 

38,5 

Baltimore  City 

10.3 

11.8 

3.2 

27.3 

Baltimore 

11.7 

18.5 

7.7 

42.5 

Calvert 

10.1 

21.4 

10.9 

48.3 

Caroline 

11.7 

U.3 

2.4 

30.7 

Carroll 

6.2 

11.2 

7.6 

27.1 

Cecil 

8.7 

28,7 

22,1 

70.7 

Charles 

U.6 

11.9 

3.8 

33.0 

Dorchester 

8.4 

U.l 

2.6 

26.9 

Frederick 

6.8 

16.9 

7.3 

33.9 

Garrett 

-    1,8 

19.3 

-  1.0 

15.9 

Harford 

7.5 

13.5 

11.3 

35.8 

Howard 

U.3 

7.1 

10,8 

35.7 

Kent 

5.7 

U.l 

5.9 

27.7 

Montgomery 

17.3 

10.1 

7.2 

38.4 

Prince  George's 

16.3 

U.4. 

11.5 

48.3 

Queen  Anne's 

-     0,8 

19.2 

5.4 

24.6 

St,  Mary's 

8.5 

10.3 

11.6 

33.6 

Somerset 

11.3 

9.0 

4.6 

26.9 

Talbot 

9.7 

11.2 

6.7 

30.1 

Washington 

5.7 

16.4 

10.2 

35.6 

Wicomico 

9.0 

12.0 

5.2 

28.3 

Worcester 

13.5 

11.0 

4.5 

31.6 

STATE  OF  MARYLAND 

11.4^ 

13.1^ 

6.3% 

33.8^ 

1r,dl^ 
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TABLE   8 


PER  CENT  DISTRIBUTION  OF  INCOIiIE  PAYlffiNTS 
AMD  POPUUTION  IN  MRYIAND,   BY  COUNTY 


Countv 

Income  Distribution 

population  Distribution 

19^9 

1950 

1951 

1952 

1950  Census 

Allegany 

3.0U^ 

2.72f. 

2.79fo 

2.70f, 

3.82fo 

Anne  Arundel 

l;,li2 

h,n 

U.I47 

U.57 

5.01 

Baltimore  City- 

U.73 

iii.31 

UO.86 

39.70 

iiO.53 

Baltimore 

12.11 

12.  lU 

12.73 

12.90 

11.53 

Calvert 

0.29 

0.29 

0.31 

0.32 

0.52 

Caroline 

0.53 

0.53 

0.5U 

0.52 

0.78 

Carroll 

l,ii2 

1.35 

1.33 

1.35 

1.92 

Cecil 

1.01 

0.99 

1.12 

1.29 

l,h2 

Charles 

0.67 

0.69 

0.68 

0.67 

1.00 

Dorchester 

0.81 

0.79 

0.80 

0.77 

1.19 

Frederick 

2.17 

2.08 

2.15 

2.17 

2.66 

Garrett 

0.53 

0.ii7 

0.50 

0.U6 

0.91 

Harford 

2.05 

1.98 

1.98 

2.08 

2.21 

Howard 

0.8U 

0.66 

0.82 

0.85 

0.99 

Kent 

.      0.ii6 

O.lih 

O.Uii 

O.hh 

0.58 

Montgomery 

10.70 

11.27 

10.97 

11.07 

7.02 

Prince  George's 

9.59 

10.01 

10.12 

10.62 

8.29 

Queen  Anne ' s 

O.Iil 

0.36 

0.38 

0.38 

0.62 

St.  Mary's 

0.96 

0.9U 

0.91 

0.96 

I.2U 

Somerset 

0.52 

0.52 

0.50 

0,ii9 

0.88 

Talbot 

0,61i 

0.63 

0.62 

0.62 

0.83 

Washington 

3.02 

2.86 

2.95 

3.06 

3.37 

Wicomico 

l.ii5 

l.i;2 

i.Uo 

1.39 

1.69 

Worcester 

0.63 

O.6I1 

0.63 

0.62 

0.99 

STATE  OF  MARYLAND 

100.00 

100,00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 
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In  1950,  Montgomery  County  accounted  for  U.25^  more  in  income  than 
its  share  in  the  population  would  indicate,  v/hile  Allegany  County  had  1.10^ 
less.  Prince  George's  County  had  1.72^  more,  Baltimore  City  0.78;^,  and 
Baltimore  County  0,6l^. 

Although  Table  8  shows  only  the  1950  Census  distribution  of  popu- 
lation in  Maryland,  the  Maryland  State  Planning  Commission's  estimates  of 
population^/  indicate  that  the  same  general  relation  betv/een  the  share  of 
income  and  population  holds  true  for  the  other  years.  This  is  further  borne 
out  by  the  fact  that  per  capita  income  in  the  same  three  counties  and  in 
Baltimore  City  (as  shoi/m  in  Table  10)  is  higher  than  per  capita  income  in 
the  State  as  a  whole,  while  the  others  have  a  per  capita  income  below  the 
average. 
Vifages  and  Salaries  as  Per  Cent  of  Income 

The  share  of  total  income  represented  by  v/ages  and  salaries 
varies  substantially  from  county  to  county.  (See  Table  9.)  In  19^2,  78.6^ 
of  total  income  in  Baltimore  City  consisted  of  wages  and  salaries,  while  in 
Queen  Anne's  Covmty  only  UO.8^  of  total  income  was  derived  from  that  source. 
In  19h9   these  figures  ranged  from  78.3^  in  Baltmore  City  to  38,3^  in  Kent 
County;  in  1950  from  76.8^  to  38.3%  and  in  195l  from  78.1i%  to  39,h%,   also 
in  Baltimore  City  and  Kent  County. 

f^hile  wages  and  salaries  in  Maryland  averaged  70.7%  of  total  in- 
come in  1952,  or  somewhat  higher  than  the  United  States  average  of  68.5%, 
only  six  counties  and  Baltimore  City  derived  a  greater  share  of  their  total 
income  from  wages  and  salaries  than  the  United  States  as  a  whole.  These 
were:  Allegany,  Anne  Arundel,  Baltimore,  Cecil,  Prince  George's,  and 
Washington  counties.  In  19ii9  only  three  of  these  counties  (Allegany, 
Baltimore,  and  V/ashington)  and  Baltimore  City  exceeded  the  United  States 
average.  In  195o  Anne  Arundel  County  was  added  to  the  list;  in  1951, 
Prince  George's  County;  and  in  1952,  Cecil  County. 


5/  Maryland  State  Planning  Commission,  op.cit. 
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TABLE  9 
VFAGES  AND  SALARIES  AS  PER  CENT   OF  TOTAL  INCOME  PAYl'ffiNTS   IN  MARYL^il®,   Wl  COUITTY 


County 

1949 

1950 

1951 

1952 

Allegany 

7UM 

73. 5f. 

75.9% 

75.7% 

Anne  Arundel 

6/V.8 

65.9 

67.3 

69.1 

Baltimore  City 

78.3 

76.8 

78.4 

78.6 

Baltimore 

67.4 

65.9 

70.6 

71.9 

Calvert 

AO.A 

43.9 

47.1 

51.5 

Caroline 

55.2 

59.3     . 

58.2 

57.7 

Carroll 

61.9 

62.0 

61.4 

63.4 

Cecil 

55.9 

55.6 

62.5 

68.7 

Charles 

AB.l 

51.3 

51.9 

52.2 

Dorchester 

57.4. 

56.3 

57.8 

57,6 

Frederick 

52.3 

51.6 

54.8 

56.8 

Garrett 

57.9 

55.9 

59.4 

57.9 

Harford 

63.3 

62.3 

64.1 

67.1 

Howard 

48.1 

48.1 

49.4 

52.9 

Kent 

38.3 

38.3 

39.4 

a. 7 

Montgomery 

51.7 

51.5 

55.2 

57.0 

Prince  George's 

64.6 

64.1 

67.7 

70.2 

Queen  Anne's 

38.9 

38.4 

39.6 

40.8 

St.  Mary's 

57.3 

56.9 

57.2 

60.7 

Somerset 

49.4 

48.9 

49.0 

50.2 

Talbot 

46.9 

47.9 

48.5 

50.2 

Washington 

70.4 

68.6' 

71.1 

73.2 

Wicomico 

.      62.9 

62.3 

63.5 

64.3 

Worcester 

55.4 

58.4 

57.2 

"  57.9 

STATE  OF  MARyUND 

68.3% 

67.3% 

69.7% 

70.7% 
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In  relation  to  the  Middle  Eastern  Area,  only  Allegany  County, 
Baltimore  City,  and  Washington  County  received  a  greater  share  of  their  in- 
come in  wages  and  sa2,aries  in  19^2.  This  has  been  true  in  each  of  the 
years  covered  except  19^9 ,  when  Washington  Coxmty  v;as  only  slightly  below 
the  average  for  the  Middle  Eastern  Area, 

The  reasons  for  the  changes  in  the  share  of  wages  and  salaries  in 
the  total  income  are  varied.  In  some  cases,  as  for  instance  in  Calvert 
and  Prince  George's  counties,  the  payroll  in  manufacturing  industries  has 
increased  more  than  100^  during  the  four  years  under  consideration.  As  a 
result  of  the  reactivation  of  the  Bainbridge  Naval  Training  Center,  there 
has  been  a  very  large  increase  in  militairy  pajrroll  in  Cecil  County,  Trade 
and  service  payrolls  in  Montgomery  and  St,  Mary's  counties  increased  more 
than  5C^.  In  each  case,  the  increases  in  wages  and  salaries  v/ere  greater 
than  the  over-all  increase  in  income  for  the  county. 
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PER  CAPITA  INCOME  PAYMENTS  IN  THE  COWTTIES  OF  MARYLA^ 

In  assessing  the  economic  resources  of  communities,  per  capita 
income  has  greater  applicability  than  total  income.     Although  one  county's 
total  income  may  be  larger  than  another's,  it  is  entirely  poasibls  that 
average  individual  or  family  income  may  be  significantly  smaller.     It  folla/s 
that  the  area  with  a  smaller  per  capita  income  is  less  able  to  support  govern- 
ment projects  and  business  enterprise,  even  though  its  total  incoroe  exceeds 
other  areas. 
Range  of  Per  Capita  Income  Payments 

Per  capita  income  payments  in  Maryland  in  1952  ranged  from  $897  in 
Garrett  County  to  $2,577  in  Montgomery  County,     (See  Table  10.)     These  figures 
ranged  from  53.5^  to  153. 7?5  of  the  per  capita  income   of  $1,677  for  the  State 
as  a  whole,   (See  Table  11.)     In  194-9,  per  capita  inconE  varied  from  $751  in 
Calvert  County  to  $2,075  in  Montgonery  County  (56.0^  to  1%,%) ;     in  1950 
Montgomery  County  again  led  with  $2,3^^  and  Garrett  County's  per  capita  in- 
come  of  $757  was  the  smallest  in  Maryland  (160,5^  to  51,8jS),     In  1951  the 
same  counties  represented  the  extremes  with  $2,4-89  and  $905,  respectively 
(154..3f.  to  56.1f»). 

Like  increases  in  total  income  payments  by  county,  increases  in  per 
capita  income  were  far  from  equal  from  county  to  county,  although  the  range 
was  considerably  smaller,     (See  Table  12.)     Over  the  four-year  period,  Cecil 
County's  per  capita  income  increased  42,8^  while  Garrett  County's  increased 
but  16.5/S  (as  compared  with  70,7%  and  15.9%,  respectively,  for  total  income 
payTcents), 

The  areas  having  the  highest  per  capita  income  are  those  in  the  two 
metropolitan  areas  of  the  State:     Baltimore  City  and  environs,  emd  the  suburban 
area  surroimding  the  District  of  Columbia,     (See  Table  13,)     In  1952,   only 
Montgomery  and  Prince  George's  counties,  adjoining  the  Nation's  Capital,  were 
in  the  upper  one  third  of  the  per  capita  income  range  of  the  State,  or  over 
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TABLE  10 

PER  CAPITA  INCOME  PAYliENTS  IN  MARYLAND,  BY  COUNTY 


County- 

19h9 

1950 

1951 

1952 

All  egany 

%  l,0ii7 

$  1,037 

%  1,199 

t  1,226 

Anne  Arundel 

1,208 

1,373 

i,iai 

1,U75 

Baltimore  City 

l,361i 

l,ij88 

1,61*5 

1,681 

Baltimore 

iMi 

1,537 

1,736 

1,787 

Calvert 

7^1 

810 

96h 

1,0^9; 

Caroline 

898 

998 

1,136 

1,158  j 

Carroll 

985 

1,031 

1,131 

1,200  '' 

Cecil 

9h9 

1,013 

1,20U 

1,355  I 

Charles 

906 

1,008 

1,096 

1,106  I 

Dorchester 

901 

971 

1,101 

1,12U 

Frederick 

1,082 

l,liil 

1,318 

1,399 

Garrett 

770 

757 

905 

897 

Harford 

1,2U8 

1,305 

l,U/i2 

1,565 

Howard 

1,153 

1,276 

1,325 

1,1^21; 

Kent 

1,033 

1,089 

l,2ii0 

1,310 

Montgomery 

2,075 

2,3Ui 

2,U89 

2,577 

Prince  George's 

1,581 

1,763 

1,937 

2,082 

Queen  Anne's 

867 

857 

1,019 

1,070 

St,  Mary's 

i,oia 

1,099 

1,180 

1,283 

Somerset 

773 

858 

933 

97U 

Talbot 

1,017 

1,107 

1,220 

1,292 

Yifashington 

1,191 

1,2U2 

l,ii28 

1,553 

Wicanico 

l,lii5 

1,223 

1,3U3 

1,386 

Worcester 

8UU 

9U6 

1,038 

1,072 

STATE  OF  MARYLAND 

1  l,3Uo 

1  l,U6o 

$  1,613 

&  1,677 
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TABLE  11 

PER  CAPITA  INCOiHE  BY  COUNTY,  AS  PER  CENT  OF  MARYLAND  PER  CAPITA  INCCtE 


Coxrnty 

19h9 

1950 

1951 

1952 

Allegany 

78. If. 

71.0^ 

7ii.3^ 

73.1^ 

Anne  Arundel 

90.1 

9h»0 

87.5 

88.0 

Baltimore  City 

101.8 

101.9 

102.0 

100.2 

Baltimore 

108.0 

105.3 

107.6 

106.6 

Calvert 

$6.0 

55.5 

59.8 

62.6 

Caroline 

67.0 

68  .U 

70.ii 

69.1 

Carroll 

73.5 

70.6 

70.1 

71.6 

Cecil 

70.8 

69.li 

7U.6 

80.8 

Charles 

67.6 

69.0 

67.9 

66.0 

Dorchester 

67.2 

66.5 

68.3 

67.0 

Frederick 

80.7 

78.2 

81.7 

83. h 

Garrett 

57.5 

51.8 

56.1 

53.5 

Harford 

93.1 

89.1 

89.U 

93.3 

Howard 

86.0 

87.il 

82.1 

8U.9 

Kent 

77.1 

7U.6 

76.9 

78.1 

Montgomery 

l$li.9 

160.5 

15U.3 

153.7 

Prince  George's 

118.0 

120.8 

120.1 

12U.2 

Queen  Anne's 

6U.7 

58.7 

63.2 

63.8 

St,  Mary's 

77.7 

75.3 

73.2 

76.5 

Somerset 

57.7 

58.8 

57.8 

58.1 

Talbot 

75.9 

75.8 

75.6 

77.0 

Washington 

88.9 

85.1 

88.5 

92.6 

¥ificomico 

85.1i 

83.8 

83.3 

82.6 

Worcester 

63.0 

6U.8 

6k, h 

63.9 
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TABLE  12 
PER  CENT  CHANGE  IN  FER  CAPITA  INCOME  IN  WiRYLkm ,   BY  COUNTY 


County 

I9U9-I950 

1950-1951 

1951-1952 

19ij9-1952 

Allegany 

-  l.OJg 

15.6^ 

2.3% 

17.1% 

Anne  Arundel 

13.7 

2.8 

h,$ 

22.1 

Baltimore  City 

9.1 

10.6 

2.2 

23.2 

Baltimore 

6.2 

12.9 

2.9 

23.5 

Calvert 

7.9 

19.0 

8.8 

39.7 

Caroline 

11.1 

13.8 

1.9 

29.0 

Carroll 

1;.7 

9.7 

6.1 

21.8 

Cecil 

6.7 

18,9 

12.5 

U2.8 

Charles 

11.3 

8.7 

0.9 

22.1 

Dorchester 

7.8 

13.I1 

2.1 

2U.8 

Frederick 

5.5 

15.5 

6.1 

29.3 

Garrett 

-  1.7 

19.6 

-  0.9 

16.5 

Harford 

U.6 

10.5 

8.5 

25.U 

Howcird 

10.7 

3.8 

7.5 

23.5 

Kent 

S,h 

13.9 

5.6 

26.8 

Montgomery 

13.0 

6,2 

3.5 

2U.2 

Prince  George's 

11.5 

9,9 

7.5 

31.7 

Queen  Anne's 

-  1.2 

18.9 

5.0 

23. U 

St.  Mary's 

5.6 

7.1; 

8.7 

23.2 

Somerset 

11.0 

8,7 

a.h 

26.0 

Talbot 

8.8 

10.2 

5.9 

27.0 

Vifashington 

ii.3 

15.0 

8.8 

30.U 

Wicomico 

6.8 

9.8 

3.2 

21.0 

Yiforcester 

12.1 

9.7 

3.3 

27.0 

STATE  OF  MARYLAND 

9.055 

10.5^ 

U.o^ 

25.1% 
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TABLE  13 
RANK  OF  PER  CAPITA  INCOME  PAYMENTS  IN  MARYUND,  BY  COUl'JTY 


County 

19U9 

19^0 

1951 

1952 

Allegany 

11 

lU 

Ih 

15 

Anne  Arundel 

6 

5 

7 

7 

Baltimore  City 

h 

h 

h 

U 

Baltimore 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Calvert 

2U 

23 

22 

22 

Caroline 

1? 

18 

16 

17 

Carroll 

15 

15 

17 

16 

Cecil 

16 

16 

13 

11 

Charles 

17 

17 

19 

19 

Dorchester 

18 

19 

18 

18 

Frederick 

10 

10 

10 

9 

Garrett 

23 

2U 

2U 

2U 

Harford 

5 

6 

5 

5 

Howard 

8 

7 

9 

8 

Kent 

13 

13 

11 

12 

Montgomery 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Prince  George's 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Queen  Anne's 

20 

22 

21 

21 

St,  Mary's 

12 

12 

15 

lii 

Somerset 

22 

21 

23 

23 

Talbot 

lU 

11 

12 

13 

Washington 

7 

8 

6 

6 

Wicomico 

9 

9 

8 

10 

V/orcester 

21 

20 

20 

20 

22 
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$2,017;  Baltimore  City  and  the   neighboring  counties  of  Baltimore,  Anne  Arundel, 

and  Harford,  as  well  as  industrialized  Washington  County,   represented  the 
middle  one  third  of  the  income  range,  or  from  $1,4-58  to  $2,017;  the  lowest 
one  third  had  per  capita  incomss  of  less  than  $l,/^58,     This  last  group  in- 
cluded the  entire  Eastern  Shore,  three  Southern  Maryland  counties,  the  two 
westernmost  counties  of  the  State,  and  Frederick,  Carroll,  and  Howard  counties. 
The  same  distribution  has  held  true  for  the  last  four  years,  with  the  excep- 
tion that  Prince  George's  County  fell  into  the  middle   one  third  of  the  in- 
conE  range  before  1952,  and  Washington  County  was  a  newcomer  to  the  middle 
third  in  1952, 

Figure  1  shows  the  year-to-year  changes  in  the  distribution  of  per 
capita  income.     The  ranges  selected  for  delineation  agree  vfith  those  used  tgr 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  in  its  comparison  of  per  capita  income  ty 
states. 
Comparison  with  Per  Capita  Income   of  Other  States 

In  comparing  the  county  per  capita  income  data  with  the  per  capita 
income  data  given  in  the  Survey  of  Ciarent  Business  by  states,   it  is  noted 
that  Maryland's  highest  per  capita  income  has  consistantly  run  above  that  of 
the  highest  state  average,  although  the  difference  has  been  narrowing.     In 

1949  Maryland's  highest  county  was  119.2%  of  the  highest  state  (New  York);   in 

1950  Maryland's  high  was  118,1%  above  the  District  of  Colvanbia,  vtoich  led  the 
United  States;   in  1951  and  1952  Maryland's  highest  per  capita  income  was 
11^,2%  and  llA.0%,  respectively,  of  Delaware,  which  led  in  per  capita 
income • 

Maryland's  lowest  per  capita  income  has  been  above  the  Icwest  per 
capita  income   state   (Mississippi  in  each  of  the  four  years).     From  1949  to 
1952,  these  figures  were  117.2%,  107.7%,  117.5%,  and  109.7%  of  the 
Mississippi  per  capita  income. 


